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Some affirmative act on the part of the defendant is usually regarded as necessary to constitute a conversion.! Neither a mere 


intention to do a particular act” nor a mere nonfeasance? is ordinarily sufficient to support an action for conversion. 


Observation: 


The intention necessary to subject to liability one who deprives another of the possession of his or her chattel is merely the intention 
to deal with the chattel so that such dispossession results. It is not necessary that the actor intend to commit what he or she knows 


to be a trespass or a conversion. It is, however, necessary that his or her act be one that he or she knows to be destructive of any 


outstanding possessory right if such there be.“ 





Even where it results in the loss of the property, the failure to perform an act made obligatory by contract will not amount to 


a conversion.” 
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